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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

I. Claims 1-5, 8, 10 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Mazur U.S Patent 6,600758 in view of Raaf. 

1 . Claims 1-5, 8, 10 and 1 1 specify that a method/system that contain a timebase unit 

that is connected to other two units via a deterministic communications network. The 

claims state that the timebase unit transmits protocol packets via the deterministic 

communication network at defined time interval. The other units receive the protocol 

packets and use the defined interval for synchronization. The Mazur reference 

discloses in figure 1 a communication between a base station and a mobile units by 

allocating timeslots to connections. Figure 4 shows the base station can transmit 

control information on time slots. Since the mobile units receive information in time 

slots, they are inherently synchronized with the time slots. 

Mazur does not disclose the transmission of packets in time slots. 

Raaf reference discloses in figure 1 that the packets transmit in define time interval 
(Col7, Linel). 
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Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to use packets for communication between the base station and 
the mobile units of Mazur, as suggested by Raaf, the motivation being that packet 
communication provide flexibility such as multicasting and broadcasting. 

2. Claims 2-5 specify selected values for the claimed time interval. However, while 
Mazur does not disclose particular value for the time slots, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to select any values for the time slots as a matter of 
design choice. 

3. Regarding claim 10, Mazur 's communication technique is applied in a cellular 
network environment instead of a fieldbus or DOL network. But it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to apply Mazur's technique into any 
communication network type including bus and DOL networks since these type of 
networks are well known in the art, in addition, a DOL network provides higher capacity. 

4. Regarding claim 11, Mazur's communication technique is applied in a cellular 
network system instead of a switchgear assembly or an automation system. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to apply Mazur's technique in any 
system with any type of system. 
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II. Claims 6 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mazur in view of Raaf, as applied to claim 1 and 8 above, and further in view of 
Kingdon. 

1 . Claims 6 and 9 state the base unit relies on GPS to define the time reference, and 
includes a GPS receiver. Mazur and Raaf do not disclose this feature. 

Kingdon reference discloses in Figure 2, 3 and 4 that the GPS technology is being used 
as a reference clock signal. The reference also specifies the base station have a 
respective GPS receiver. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the implementation of Kingdon in the base station of Mazur 
because GPS technology provide an accurate time reference. 

2. Claim 7 specify the protocol packets contain information about the local time. 
However, Kingdon reference discloses the protocol packets contain synchronized 
information. Kingdon suggests time synchronization. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art include local time synchronization of all mobile units of 
Mazur as suggested by Kingdon since this would allow for a simple way of providing an 
accurate time to all units. 



Response to Arguments 



Application/Control Number: 09/805,922 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2151 

III. Applicants arguments filed 02/07/2005 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

1) In the remark, the applicant argued that (1) Mazur and Raaf failed to disclose time 
interval between signals to clock or synchronize units. (2) Failed to suggest a method 
for time synchronization of units in a system which has a timebase unit which is 
connected via a deterministic communications network to the units. (3) Failed to 
suggest the time base unit transmitting protocol packets via the deterministic 
communications network to the unit at a defined time interval between the received 
protocol packets for at least approximately identical clocking of the units. (4) Kingdon 
failed to overcome the deficiencies of Mazur and Raaf. 

2) Examiner respectfully traverse the arguments: 

As to the point (1 ) Mazur and Raaf discloses synchronize units: two base units (refer to 
Fig 1 and Col 7, Lines 50-67) and the units are time synchronized with each other. 
Each time synchronized units consists time interval: time slot (refer to Fig 4) which is 
being used to synchronized between two synchronized units. 
(2) Mazur also discloses the two base station transmit control information to 
synchronized itself and neighbor base station by using time slot (refer to Fig 1 and title). 
Mazur also discuses the time synchronized units are connected via deterministic 
communication network to the units. (Notice how in Fig 1 and Fig 8, that the entire 
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Haves is within a network and consists of multiple base units/synchronized units - the 
entire Haves is a communication network.) (3) Mazur discloses the approximate 
clocking (propagation delay differences) of the units (base stations) is by 
synchronization burst/packet transferring. (Refer to Col 10, Lines 35-60). 

(4) In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine 
the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Kingdom 
discloses the GPS technology is being utilized as a reference clock signal (refer to Fig 
2, 3, and 4). Kingdom also discloses the base station have a respective GPS receiver. 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to combine Mazur, Raaf and Kingdom. The suggestion/ motivation for dong so 
would have been that GPS provides a better clocking signal so can reduce the time 
delay when synchronize all the synchronize time units (base stations) within the 
network. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Karen C Tang whose telephone number is (571)272- 
31 16. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7 - 3. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Zarni Maung can be reached on (571)272-3939. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




